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]z is much more safe (0 be fearea’ 'karz to be foved.
—Miccold Machiavelli, The Prince (1513)

v, n March 6, when several Central Intelligence
Agency officials testified at o secret hearing of the
§\/ Permanent Seiect Comnimittee on Intelligence of
* the U.S. House of Representaiives, they provided
a fascinating revelation of the values the Agency most
fiercely guards. The hearing was called at the request of

Representative Les Aspin of Wiscoasin and was intended to

inform tne members of the committee about the censorship
in the |

precedures that are being empioyed by the CULA.

wake of the Supreme Court’s Snepp decision. The C.LA.

officials who testified are associated with the Agency's
that is, they are the C.LAs .
censors. A transcript of the hearing has now been released |

Publications Review Board;

by Representative Aspin. Although parts have been deleted,

what remains shows clearly that to the Agency watchdogs, |
the shadow of its iinage i3 more important than the !

substanc‘= of the mmr’nat,on it wxsh&e to suppr&ss.

t the nearing, praentanw: Aspm inguired
about a passage in the Snepp decision, “*where it
says . ..that a former :intelligence - agent ’s
) 3 pubhcanon of unreviewed material relating toin-

telligence activities can be detrimental to vital national inter-

ests; even if the published informationris-unclassified. What |

is your view of that?’’ Ermest Mayerfeld; an attorney in the |
“Oh, 11

C.1.A.’s Office of General Counsel,- responded:
most emphatically agree with that statement. That, indeed, |
is the whole point of the Snepp case; -and I think Director
[Stansfield]} Turner, in the course of thetrial, testified to this ;
eloguently. He said, if we cannot controt our own empioy
ees, if they can flout the obligation that they have with us,
what kind of a signal are we seniing to our sources? What
kind of a signal are we sending to: our “cooperators? It
doesn’t matter whether there is anything in thers or not '
which in fact *hurts, but if they can with impunity violate
their obligation and publish, 1t sends a very bad and danger-
ous message to our sources.’ S -
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At another poi
publication of Wi

- My Life in the C.
. States was subm
passages disclosin
french edition, 0
only was the clas
of the discrepanc
to tell exactly wh
fictals have long

greatest damage
published but also identified .as classified.. It saves any

[
hostile government a lot of time, makes it plain that the!
C.1.A. has a reason to conceal the information and con-!
firms its accuracy. Yet, as the following 2 .xchangc indicates, :

at the hearing the C.I.A.’s censors dld not d°monstrat= any
concern about Colby’s book:

Mr. Aspin: How 'loout suing Bui Co:ov for trc pro«_‘::ds .
from the French edition? .
Mr. Wilson {ehecubve s“cretary of the CI A s Pubhm- -

:;-f".

tions Review Board): We could nat sue him on the same
ground as Snepp, in sny opinion. [ am not a0 attorney, Mr.
Aspin, but Mr. Colby did submit his mannscript for review.

Mr. Aspin: But the beok was pubtished in the French edi-
tion without changes

Mr. Hetu {d-rhc‘or of the C.1LA.’s Offics of Public Af-
fairs and chairman of its Publications Review Board]: As we

understand it, Mr. Coiby’s U.S. pubiisher had a copy of the -
i .orginal manuscript and provided jt to tbc F
maxing changss.

- Mr. Aspin: Suppose Snepp had sent his manuscnpl inand
you had reviewsd it but it had been publisked that way and
somebody could say, ges, the publisher juat madc a ristake,
would-that have let Snepp off the hook?- - ;

) Mr. Hetu: A hvpothetical. 1 just don’t mow w}nat would -.
bavo bappcnrd inr that case. :

rench without

Aspm dmpped the linc of quﬂstwmmv but twould bem-
teresting to know what the C.I.A. officials wounld have said
if he had pointed out that Colby violated the C.I.A.’s Ter-
mination Secrecy Agreement by giving an uncensorsd copy
i of his manuscript to his publisher. Under the agreement,
! Agﬂncy cmpbyecs pledge never to “‘divulge, publish or
- reveal .7 . classified information™ to anyone outside the
C.LA. -thhout its permission. The C.1.A. could have sued
Colby and, since classified information was involved, would
; have had an easier time proving that it suffered damawes

. than was possible in"the case of Sncop_, - .

A number of explanations are possible for the decxsxon to
sue Suepp but not to sue Colby. Snepp was a mers agent,

Colby was the Director of the C.I.LA. Sneppis a critic of the
: C.I/A., though not one who can be readily typed ideolog-
ically. Colby, despite his embittered relations with other !
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